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__ __1n January 1982, the West Virginia Board of Regents,
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the governing board for the 16 public colleges and universities in.

the state, established a state-level advisory committee for teacher -
education. This Teacher Education Advisory Committee (TEAC) consisted

of a representative from each of the public and private senior._

institutions having one or more:teacher_ education programs. The

Committee was charged with considering any and all matters related to

teacher education and offering recommendations and proposals to the

Board. The Committee was. :l1sc requested to consider and react to

items that may be presented from the Board. The Committee functions

as._the primary advisory group for teacher education as a new master

plan for higher education through 1990 is being developed by the
Board of Regents., This paper reviews the development of the TEAC,

describes its activities and functions, and outlines the future

teacher education concerns and issues in West Virginia. Applicability

of this model to other states is considered. (JD)
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ABSTRACT

A STATEfLEVEL MODEL FOR

COLLABORATION- AMONG TEACHER
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

, By
Ronald 8. Childress
Professor of Educatlon

boacd For the 16 pub ic colleges and univers! tles in West Virgunla,

established a_state-wide advisory committee for teacher education. This

commi ttee, named the Teacher Education Advisory Commtttee (TEAC) was
comprised of a-representative appointed by the president of each public
and private senior institution of higher education that had one or more
programs which prepare educational personnel. There is a total of 17
such instititions in West Vlrglnla, 11 public and 6 prlvate.

The appountment of this adVlSO[Y group was._ stimulated by a_ proposal

from the. West Virginia Board of Education to change the existing teacher

education program approval model from one with ¢ process-assessment
orientation to one with a focus on product-assessment. This proposed
change, however, was only symptomatic of a much larger issue - higher

education's role in state-level policy development:for teacher education
had. hlstorucally been a reactive role of individual or institutional
response._._ As_a_result; higher_educations_ input _had_been_fragmented; __

lacking coherence anc articulation. Aware of the need for a more cohesive

approach to teacher education policy development and recognizing the
continuing critical importance of teacher education to the State, the
Board of Regents established the Teacher Education Advusory Cummi ttee.

Tbe Teacher Education Advlsory Committee was charged with consuderlng

any and_all matters related to teacher education and to offer recommendations

and proposals to the Board. The Committee was also requested to consider
and react to items that mav be presented from the Board. The Committee
also functlons as the prlmary advuaory group for teacher educatlon as_a

the Board of Regents.

Burlng the flrst two. years of operatlon, ‘a staff member of the Board

of Regents was assigned as a ''Liaison Coordinator" for the. Committee.
ThlS ind|v1dual chalred meetings, transmltted Board requests to the Commlttee

professlonal,serv1ces to the Commlttee. I 1983 -84, the,group elected a
chair from within the Committee membership and has functioned accordingly

since that time.



Commlttee membershup consists of the ch|ef teacher educatlon off-cer
from each of the 17 public and private senior institutions which offer

teacher _education programs. _Institutionally, the composition of the

Committee varies from small private liberal arts colleges with only a

minor emphasis on teacher education to the State university which offers a
full range of educatlon programs through the doctorate., The,chuef teacher
gertaflcatloq officer, as well as other staff members, from the State
Department of Education meets regularly with the Committee. Issues
considered by the Committee have Spanned the_spectrum of issues in_teacher

education:__Clearly; however, a primary issue has been_the response_and . .

impact of proposed changes in teacher education program approval standards

and certification patterns as proposed by the West Virginia Department
of Education.

- The Commlttee has been in operatlon for approxlmately 30 months .
Although progress has béen slow on occasion; séveral positive outcomes

have been achieved:

I. There has been a sugnlflcant iﬁéréégé in cooperatlon and
information sharing among the institutions;

2. The Cormittee - has provuded a mechanusm for. the development
of issue. SPECIfIC coherent positions by teacher educatfon
institutions;

3. Communlcatlon wuth the West Vurgunla Department of Edwcatimm

h. The déVélopmeht and obératléh of the Committee has increased.
the visability of teacher education within the higher education
structure;

5. The respective roles of IHEs, LEAs, and the SEAs are being
clarified;

6. Teacher education personnel have become better educated about
the legislative process and more involved politically in relation
to teacher education issues; and

7. A better understandlng of the varylng roles and functuons of
diverse teacher education institutions has developed.



A STATE-LEVEL MODEL FOR
COLLABORATIOK AHONG TEACHER
EDUCATIOR INSTITUTIONS
By -
Ronald B. Chiluressl
- -Professor of Education. _
West Virgini:. €ollege of Graduate Studies
Institute, West Virginia 25112

Introduct ion
In January i§éi the West Vlrglnla Board of Regents, the governlng board for

the 16 pub]nc colleges and universities in West Vurglnla established a state-level
advisory committee for teacher education.? This committee, named the Teacher
Education Advusory Commi ttee (TEAC), consusted of a representatlve appointed by the

bresidéﬁt of each publac and prlvate senior institution of hcgher éducation that had

ﬁerééﬁﬁel preparatlon programs.

The appointment of this advisory group was stimulated by a proposal from the
West Virginia Department of Education to change the exiétfﬁé teacher education
program approval model from one with a process-assessment orientation to one with
a focus on product-assessment. This proposed change, however, was only symptomatic
of a much larger probiem - the role of higher education in state-level teacher
education policy development had historically been a reactive rather than proactive
roié. iﬁ a réguit, there had been no COmbreﬁehsiVé and coordfnated resboﬁse from

higher education. Aware of the need for a more cohesive approach to teacher

1
br: Ehtldress served as the |n|t|al "tlauson Coordlnator" for the Teacher
Education Advisory Committee.

2The tralnlng and educatlon of teachers in West Vlrglnla "...shall be under the
general dlrectlon and control of ‘the State Board of Educatlon whlch shall, through

preparatlon programs in publlc schoo]s, in accordance with standards for program

approval stated in writing by the board:'" _(West Virginia-Code, 18-2-6).

Concurrently, public institutions are. subJect to the policies. and 9“'d91199§,°f,

the Board of Regents, while those in the private sector are similarly subject to
the policies and guidelines of their respective governing boards.
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education policy developrent and Fecognizing the continuing critical importance
of teacher edication to the State, the Board of Regents established the Teacher
Education Advisory Committee.

This paper describes the contéxt within which this Comiitteé was ’ciéi/éiopéd.
The rationale, composition and operation of the group will also be discussed.
Problems encountered and outcomes achieved will be presented: Finally, the

applicability of such a model to other states will be considered.

Developing a State-Level Teacher Education Advisory Committee - The Setting

Prior to discussing specific aspects of the Teacher Education Advisory
Committee; the setting and antecedents which contributed to the development of

the Committee are reviewed.

Teacher Education in West Virginia: 1975-1980. Between 1975-1980; all teacher

education institutions and Bfééféﬁé in West Virgfhié were evaluated and "approved'
against a set of state-level standards that were "input' and process oriented.
?hfs evaluation éﬁd épprovai process inciuded both progrémmétic and inétitutfonai
standards and assessments.

The basic evaluation model used to implement these standards was a ‘peer
review' approach where each institution was visited and evaluated relative to both
institutional and program-specific standards. Between 1975-1980, all institutions
and programs were reviewed through a series of ‘regular' on-site visits. A number
of iicb&i;tiﬁui‘hg assessment" visits designed to assess progress made toward

eliminating ¢iserepancies identified in the "regular" visit were also conducteds:

this five year review cycle, the West Virginia Department of Education initiated

a major review of the éxiSting program approvai process and Standérds. fhe résuit




of this review was a proposal to rashape teacher education through an approach
which becamé known as the '‘developmental model".

In concept, this model was designed to be product-focused rather than
process-focused. Responsibility for many of the input and process aspects of
increased focus on 66£C6méé; testing of prospective teachers was a méjor componént
of the ‘'developmental'! Spprbécﬁ. The model was “déVéiopméhtai“ in tﬁat its total
deve lopment was not completed prior to implementation. Rather, broad policy
parameters were developed and adopted while implementation regulations and guidelines
were to be cooperatively developed as the model was defined and fmpiéméﬁtéd.

The major focus of teacher education activity in West Virginia between 1980-1982
was the continued development and refinement of the "developmental modei" concept.

In April 1982, the West Virginia Board of Education formally adopted the "developmental

mode 1! é&ﬁééﬁf; Known as "Policy 5100: Assuring the Quolity of Learning in West
Virginia Schools: Plan for Professional bévéiopmént of Educational ﬁérsonnéi“, thfs
policy was designed to become effective in 1985.

Response Fron Higher Educat ion

In general, higher education personnel endorsed the concept of a "déVEibpmentai“
approach to the preparation of educational personnel in West Virginia. There
were, however, a significant number of concerns and implications, both about
the concept and its implementation, for institutions offering programs which
prepared educational personnel:
I. A major reorientation of program development efforts from a focus on
institutional and program process standards to a focus on formative
and summative assessment of performanceé and outcomés would réquire

additional resources and personnel;




2. The revision of programs to incorporaté the essential competencies
schools would result in higher education relinquishing even mare
control of prograin and curricular content ;

3. The increased emphasis on assessmant and quaniiffcation of outcomes and
the subsequent development of sStatewide minimum:iévéi standards
(cut-of f scores) for at least one element (contans specialization) of
éautaiiéﬁéi personnel preparation B;Séféms was not perceived to be
critical for producing better teachers;

h, The sﬁiff from a periodic assessment of p}ogkams 59 the State Béﬁéftméhf

of Edication to a continuous interaction with the State Department
personnel and other constituencies was a fiscal and brgénfzathhai concérn;

5. Possible revisions of general studies programs incorporating the
essential competencies and learner outcomes to the public school
curriculum would mean institutions of hiéhéf educat ion would have an
even greater portion of the curriculum determined by external agencies;

6. Institutions would be required to develop and maintain programs usiﬁg
different criteria while procedures, standards and certification
patterhs wére béing revised (dévéioped), a process éxpectéd to také
several years;

7. Institutions of higher education would be required to plan and implement
on a fragmented (“developmental') basis as all public school essential

competencies and learner outcomes and related educational personnel

standarcs would not be available concurrently;




implemént the proposed revisions in the proéram approvai mode]

were proposeu,
9. There would be a d%fferent set of procedures for developing ano
approviig Aew programs
56; The role and responsubuluty of |nst|tut|ons of hlgher education for

remedlatuon would change- and
11. The proposed model implied a changing role for higher education in the

contanIng education of educatlonal personnel.

The |mpl|cat|ons of the proposed changes were substantual and institutions

of hlgher educat ion had much at stake. Although hlgher educatnon representatlves

were involved in the development of the ""developmental model' concept, there
had been no formal orgonizational mechanism or structure through which to generate
a cohesive and articulated pOSItlon/proposaI/reactlon from the teacher education

communitys Céﬁééddentiy; the input from higher education had been fragmented,

3

lacking in coherence and without articulation.
The lack of a formal, articulated response from hlgher educatlon concernlng

what were proposals for maJor changes in the approach to traunung educat ional

personnel was percelved to be symptomatlc of a much broader issue. The initiative
for the proposed changes had evolved almost totaIIy from the State Department of

Educatlon. he résponse of hlgher education had been reactlve and fragmented*

and consisted prlmarlly of individual and institutional responses and comments.

There had been no coherent and articulated proactive proposal from higher education.

(Note' One attempt to articulate a- COOFdID’ted response from hlgher educatlon was
provided by-the West Virginia Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.
Representatives from the State Department of Education met with this group to . .

solicit reactions and recommendations concerning the proposed ''developmental model'!




The process of revnsing the approach to tralnlng educational personnel in

west Vlrginla reinforced the need for a coordlnated and forma.nzed approach for

education in West Vlrgnnua. Recognnznng and respondung to this need" the west

Vlrglnla Board of Regents created the Teacher Educatlon Advusory Commlttee.

Teacher. EducatJDn Advisory Committee

On January 8, 1982 on recommendation of the Academic Affanrs Committee; the
West Vlrglnla Board of Regents formaliy establlshed the Teacher Educatlon Advnsory
Committee:. The motion establishing the committee provided the broad parameters
within which the group was to function: '"Because of the contlnulng cr|t|cal
lmportance of teacher educatlon to our state and socuety, I move that the Board
of Regents establlsh a Teacher Educatlon Advisory ﬁommnttee, effective th|s
date; to be composed of a representative to be appointed éy the Efééiaéﬁi of each
public and private senior institution of higher education that has one or more
programs which prépare educat ional pérsOnnei and fUnctioning in accordance with
the Board's Administrative Policy Bulletin No. 21"

Function and Role of the Committee. Within the Board of Regents advisory

structure Advnsory Commlttees are created to insure a cIear Iune of communication
between the Board and professuonal speclallsts in the state system of hlgher
éauésfiaﬁ, and to provnde broad partttupatlon in the higher education planning
process. The Commlttees are concerned wuth research, pIannlng, and development
of important elements of the state system of higher education.

Specifically the Board's charge to the Teacher Education Aavigéky Commi t tee
was two-fold: The Committee was requested to consider any and all matters related

to teacher educatlon as it may desire and offer recommendations and proposals to

10




EE

the Board. Secondly, the Committee was requested to consider items as may be
presented from the Board and provide Committee reactions concerning them to the

Board: Commlttee recommendatlons and proposals flow to the Board of Regents

through the Academnc Affaurs AdVlSOFY Committee and Adv:sory Council of Public

College Presidents. This procedure enables the Board of Regents to have the

benefit of the profe55|onal views of both the Committ'e and the chief exécutive

and academlc offlcers of the colleges and universities.

Committee. Membership. The membership of the Teacher Education Advisory

Committee consists of a representative from each public and private sector
institution of higher education that has one oF more programs which prepare
educational personnel. There are 17 such institutions in West Virginia, 11 public
and six brivété;

Each Committee representative is appointed by the respective institutional

presudent. Current Commlttee membershlp consists of the chlef teacher educatlon

offlcers from each of the member institutions. At the outset* howeverf Several

institutions apponnted thelr chief academic officers as representatlves. As the
Commlttee has evolved; these iﬁdiVuduals have been replaced with the chief
teacher educatlon offucer as the nature and function of the committee requlres

an operatlonal knowledge of teacher educat ion POIICIeS and procedures.

Commi ttee Operation. During the first year of operation, a staff member of

the Board of Regents served as L|a|son Coordlnator for the Committee. This
|nd|v1dual chaired Commlttee meetings, transmltted Board requests to the Committee
and Commlttee proposals to the Board, and pFOVEded administrative and 5f6ré§§36551
services to the Committee.

Since that first year of operation, the Committee has elected a chairperson
from within the membership. A Board of Regents staff member has continued to

provide administrative support services to the Committee.

i1
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i;éﬁééfﬁd&resséﬂjﬁy the Teacher Education Adviéory tommittee; As noted
brévicusiy, a substantial portion of the Cbﬁﬁﬁttee;s agenda has been the development
and implementation of the ‘developiental model'. Howsver, a review of Committee
meet ing minutes indicates a aééFéSSihg emphasis on ihis fssue and a continuaiiy
iﬁéféégiﬁg focus on a broader range of téécﬁér education issues.

Two examples serve to iiiUStkate this point. As the éféhﬁ éhéféé& with
serving as tﬁé primary SHVESBFV éééy for teacher education in the &eveionmént of
a new state master plan for higher education, the Committee has had to confront

a variety of policy level issues on a state-wide basis. Issues such as teacher

supply and demand, program &upiicatioh; admissions criteria, responding to teacher
shortages and continuing education have been considered.

gecéﬁaiy, the Committee has become much more knowledgeable about the legislative
process and its Implications for teacher education. Comnittée membérs have
testified before legisiative committees; established a procedure for moni toring

and communicating information about proposed iééigiéfiéﬁ and aévéiapé& 1 inkages
Oufcoméé
The Committee has been in operation for approximately 30 months. Although
progress has been siow on occasion, several positive outcomes can be identified:
1. There has Béén a Sighifitant increéée in éoopefétibﬁ and iﬁfafﬁéfiaﬁ
sharing among the institutions;
2. The Committee has provided a mechanisi for teacher &ducation
institutions to develop coordinated position statements and

3. Communication between teacher education institutions and the West
Virginia Department of Education has become much more coordinated

and less fragmented:

Y
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4. The development and operation of the Committee has increased the

visability of teacher education within the higher education structure;
5. The respective roles of IHEs; LEAs and the SEAs have been better

clarified;

6. Teacher education personnel have become more knowledgeable abou
the legislative process and more involved politically in teacher
educat ion fééUés;

7. A better understanding of the diverse roles and functions of the
teacher education institutions has developed;

8. There has been a visible commitment from the Board of ﬁegents for

suppert for teacher education;

11. Coordination Bétwééh pubiic énd privéte sector tééchér éducétion

institutions has improved.

Future Concerns/lIssues

géveiéi méjdr concerns and ;SSUES Cohtinﬁé to faCe tﬁe ébmmittéé:

I. The need to continue efforts to define the role of the Committee
and other constitutent groups;

2. Several difficult decisions will need to be made as a new master
5iaﬁ for ﬁighé? education in the State déVéiops; It remains to be
seen if the Committee can confront such decisions openly, put aside

vested institutional interests, and provide recommendations in view

of what is best for teacher education at the state level;




3. From time to time, issues will surface for which theré will be
disagreement between institutions. The extent to which these
disagreements can be resolved in a reasonable manner will be
indicative of the Committees Viébfiify as a state-level advisory
aroup. This is particularly true for issues which cause conflict
between the public and private sector institutions; and

L. The extent to which the Committee can become proactive rather than
feaciive is crificai fo the long-term vitality and effectiveness of

the group.

impiicatioﬁs for Other States

What are the implications of the West Virginia experience for other states?

In recent months we have had a variety of state-level teacher education advisory
groups. However, the charge to many of thesé groups has been ad hoc in nature

and focused on responding to the ''crisis" in teacher education rather than the
ééVéiéﬁﬁéﬁf of a structure which can provide continuing support for improvements
in teacher education. It would appear that what is needed is a formal mechanism
for continuing state-level collaboration among teacher education institutions.
Though embryonic, the West Virginia experience would suggest that there is much

to be gained by such a strategy.

Obviously; the organization, representation and operation of such a structure
would need to be modified to reflect the idiosyncrasies of a given state. Factors

of the state education agency, the number of teacher education institutions, the
political and legislative perspective on teacher education, and the relationship

between the public and private sector teacher education institutions.
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Summnary

In summary, this paper has provided a description of the context within
which the Teacher Education A&viébry Committee was established. The raiionaie,
composition and operation of the group were discussed. Outcomes achieved and
future concerns of the Committee were discussed. Finally, the applicability

of this model to other states was considered.




